farther down.Õ 8 In fact, vv. 34Ð5 do not follow v. 40, but follow v. 33. Nor is 14.34Ð5 in the margin at all, let alone in the margin after v. 33 . The text that is in the margin, verses 36Ð40, is in the bottom margin, not after v. 33.
When I showed Professor Metzger a copy of the Fuldensis text (see photograph below) he readily acknowledged that he had never seen the actual text before and that his statement in the Textual Commentary on the NT is in error. Furthermore, after examining the handwriting in the bottom margin, Metzger agreed that it appears to be virtually identical to that of the original scribe. The distinctive features of the original hand of Fuldensis noted by Lowe also characterize the text of 1 Cor 14.36Ð40 in the margin, Ôthe bow of the a is small and oval shaped; s is often distinctly top heavy.Õ 9 Based on the style of handwriting Metzger agreed that probably Victor ordered the text to be written into the margin by the original scribe whom he had commissioned to write the codex. 10 Ernst Ranke, the editor of the printed version of Codex Fuldensis, got the basic facts right, but his interpretation is doubtful: ÔThe corrector added by error the text of the vv. 36Ð40.Õ 11 No scribe in his right mind would rewrite five verses of text in the margin right below the very same text simply Ôby errorÕ. Metzger agreed that a scribe would have to have a good reason and proper authorization to rewrite that much text. 12 This is the largest single block of text in the margin anywhere in Fuldensis. The symbol h ¶ -at the end of v. 33 shows where to begin reading the text in the bottom margin, just as it always does in its eight other occurrences in Fuldensis. 13 The 1 Cor 14.36Ð40 gloss should properly be called replacement text, not merely an insertion, for three reasons:
1. It would not make sense that Victor intended to indicate that 14.36Ð40 should be read both before and after vv. 34Ð5.
2. No other ms. inserts 36Ð40 both after v. 33 and after v. 35. 3. The gloss replaces ordine in v. 40 with ordinem. This is almost certainly deliberate and is intended to replace the text above since it follows the nearly 12 In San Francisco in late November 1992. 13 Only in 1 Pet 3.14 is hs-in the text directing the reader supra to a gloss in the top margin.
universal pattern in these corrections to bring Fuldensis into conformity with the standard Vulgate text. 14 Consequently, the gloss should be viewed as a replacement, not an insertion.
Having established that the gloss in question is a replacement, the question rises whether Victor intended it to replace vv. 34Ð40 or just 36Ð40. Six reasons make it more natural to read this gloss as a replacement of vv. 34Ð40 rather than only vv. 36Ð40.
1. One would expect a symbol for replacement text to be located by the text which it should replace. But on the view that the gloss replaces only vv. 36Ð40, the siglum for replacement text is not adjacent to the text that it is intended to replace. In the other places in Fuldensis where the sigla h ¶ -and hs -may indicate replacement text, not inserted text, as in Rom 9.25 and 2 Tim 2.20, 15 the sigla are adjacent to the text to be replaced.
2. According to the alternative view, this gloss has a complex function, not only replacing vv. 36Ð40 but also repositioning this replacement text prior to v. 34. The simpler interpretation is to be preferred, that this gloss replaces 34Ð40.
3. Immediately following the sign h ¶ -is the Roman numeral Lxiv. Immediately following the end of the text being replaced is the next Roman numeral in sequence, Lxv. Consequently, the block of text from v. 34Ð40 is identified as a single section. The sign h ¶ -shows that the marginal gloss must begin at the start of that section, and the end of the gloss coincides exactly with the end of that section. Thus, it is natural to regard the gloss as a replacement for that whole section, vv. 34Ð40.
4. Victor left no indication that he intended to change the sectionÕs ending marked by the Roman numeral Lxv. On the view that only 36Ð40 are replaced, however, this section now ends after v. 35, which is far separated from the Roman numeral that marks the end of this section, even though the old section marker is not deleted, nor is this new ending marked.
5. If replacement of vv. 36Ð40 and repositioning the replacement before v. 34 were in view, one would expect some indication in the text after the end of v. 35 showing where one should read next. Victor leaves no siglum or mark of any kind 14 Six of the other seven glosses marked by sigla h ¶-and hs-bring Fuldensis into conformity with the standard Vulgate reading as represented by the critical text of Weber: 1 Cor 7.35, 9.4; Col 1.2; 2 Thess 3.10; 2 Tim 2.20, and 1 Pet 3.14. R. Weber, ed., Biblia sacra iuxta vulgatam versionem (Stuttgart: WŸrttembergische Bibelanstalt, 1969). 15 It is unlikely that the three different sigla used to mark deletion of the letters ÔeTÕ in 2 Tim 2.20 (slash-through and over-comma) and the text in Rom 9.25 (overdots) all went back to Victor, so it is probable that at least one of these texts confirms the use of sigla h ¶-and hs-for replacement text, not just inserted text.
at the end of v. 35 to indicate that the reader should skip to the beginning of chapter 15 and continue reading there.
6. Interpreted as a replacement of vv. 34Ð40, the gloss is much easier for a reader to integrate with the text. Beginning where it does and going to the end of the chapter, it is most naturally read as replacing 14.34Ð40.
According to this reading of the gloss as replacement text, Victor has left the reader a simple trail to follow. The h ¶ -symbol tells the reader to read the text at the bottom of the page. Then the reader can easily find the right place to continue because the words just read coincide with the last words in the chapter. The point to continue reading is clearly marked with a large Roman numeral in the margin indicating the beginning of chapter 15.
It would be much harder for the reader to follow the text if the replacement text were read as an insertion that did not replace all of the rest of this chapter. In that case the reader would have to go first to the bottom margin to read the text, then back to the original siglum, and then continue reading until recognizing text that was duplicated in the margin. Since there is no mark at the end of v. 35 indicating where to continue reading, the reader would have to compare the text in the bottom margin to find both where the overlap began and where it ended. This would make it difficult for the reader to follow the flow of the text and, all in all, seems like an unnatural way to read the text.
If Victor had wanted to indicate simply that the location of vv. 34Ð5 should be changed to follow v. 40, it would have been far more natural for him to add a gloss to indicate this. 16 He could have used the same set of sigla that is now in the text, placing h ¶ -at the end of v. 40 and putting only the two verses 34Ð5 in the margin instead of five verses. Or he might have used something like the double slash sign that in ms. 88 indicates a repositioning of 1 Cor 14.34Ð5. But Victor followed none of these simple options that would have facilitated a reading that still included vv. 34Ð5.
The following factor further indicates that Victor probably thought that 1 Cor 14.34Ð5 was an interpolation and not in the original text: scribes in that period simply did not take the liberty to rearrange the argument of Scripture in this manner. We do not have even a single parallel example of a scribe rearranging the sequence of an original text of any of the NT letters to make it more logical. 17 Furthermore, even if Bishop Victor felt he had the authority to rearrange the sequence of the text, there is no adequate reason why the text would make more sense reinserted at the end of the chapter.
After seeing photocopies of the Fuldensis text, Professor Metzger agreed that the most natural explanation is that Victor ordered the rewriting of the text of 1 Cor 14.36Ð40 to replace all of vv. 34Ð40 in the text above and that this implies that Victor believed that 34Ð5 was an interpolation. 18 It is perfectly natural that the original text of Fuldensis would reproduce the position of 1 Cor 14.34Ð5 in its traditional position since this is its position in all of the other Vulgate texts except one, the 8th cent. AD codex Reginensis (R). This makes it virtually certain that the text from which Fuldensis was copied also had 14.34Ð5 after v. 33. Consequently, there would have been no reason for Victor to correct this passage in Fuldensis based on the manuscript from which it was copied or from any other standard Vulgate text. Since Victor chose the Vulgate as the base text for his manuscript, we must presuppose that it would be his natural inclination to follow its text here as well. The Vulgate text of the epistles of Paul is quoted by Pelagius and his followers in the early fifth century, 19 well over one hundred years before Fuldensis, so it would have been wellestablished by the time of Victor.
Consequently, we must assume that Victor had sufficient evidence to convince him that the Vulgate text was wrong at 1 Cor 14.34Ð5. Otherwise there would have been no point in his ordering the rewriting of the entirety of 14.36Ð 40, the largest gloss in his entire manuscript and the only gloss written with care to make the lines perfectly parallel.
All of the other changes made by Victor to Fuldensis, such as the Diatessaron form of his gospels and the other changes in the bottom margin marked with the same sigla, are supported by manuscript evidence. It is safe, therefore, to assume that Victor had what he believed to be sufficient manuscript evidence for making this change as well. 17 The few instances in the gospels were obviously motivated by a desire to harmonize with Matthew, not to rearrange the logic. Cf 22 FeeÕs excellent commentary on 1 Corinthians convincingly argues that the only adequate explanation for the entire Western tradition having 14.34Ð5 at the end of the chapter is that these verses were not in the original text, but were an interpolation. 23 Many other scholars agree. In light of Bishop VictorÕs exceptional interest in, and access to, early manuscripts, he would be as likely as any early Christian scholar to find and appreciate textual evidence for interpolation. Another strong argument for interpolation is that 1 Cor 14.34Ð5 appropriates words and phrases from the context but uses them in ways that are alien to its context. ∆En tai' " ej kklhsiv ai" picks up on the use of the word ej kklhsiv a in 14.4, 5, 12, 19, 23, 28, and especially ej n pav sai" tai' " ej kklhsiv ai" at the end of v. 33. This introduces an awkward redundancy if 33b is joined with 34. 24 The form of the command for silence, sigav twsan, is a third person, present active imperative like the same verb in 14.28 and 30. The others, however, command silence in a limited context for the purpose of enhancing worship and learning. Only here is unqualified silence demanded, and only here is it demanded of a specific social group. In 1 Corinthians Paul consistently champions the cause of the downtrodden. Horrell notes that Ôthe only place in 1 Corinthians where the subordination of a social group is demanded is 14.34Ð35Õ. 25 Lalei' n occurs twenty times in chapter 14. In 14.5 and 39 it has this identical infinitive form. However, although there are many uses of the word, all of the others identify the nature or content of the speech, such as speaking in tongues or in prophecy. 26 Only here is a prohibition of speech without any qualification, and it is directed at a socially weak group within the church. Kai; oJ nov mo" lev gei picks up the reference to the law in 14.21 (cf. the identical forms of these words in 9.8).
Nowhere else, however, in PaulÕs letters does he appeal to a precept of oJ nov mo" to establish an ethical requirement for Christian behaviour or Christian worship. 27 Maqei' n is picked up from 14.31, Ôyou can all prophesy in turn so that everyone may learnÕ. which affirms everyone can prophesy and learn in church, but 34Ð5 instead tells women if they want to learn they should ask questions only at home.
Although house (oi[ kw/ ) has a superficial resemblance to upbuilding (oij kodomhv ) in 14.3, 5, 12, 26, in context it cuts women off from their participation in the upbuilding. Aij scro; n gunaikiv follows this exact form of these words from 1 Cor 11.6, but in Chapter 11 it is used as part of an argument setting the demeanor within which women are free to pray and prophesy, whereas in 14.35 it is used to prohibit women from speaking in the congregation. Thus, the extensive borrowing of terminology 28 ; what (the content that) you are speaking, 9; speaking into the air, 9; the one speaking, 11 (twice); speak with my mind, 19; I will speak through strange tongues and the lips of foreigners, 21; speak to himself and to God, 28; let two or three prophets speak, 29. 27 1 Cor 14.21Õs citation from Isa 28.11,12 is not a citation of a precept, even if the somewhat-related content in Deut 28.49 is understood as also implied. Paul occasionally reinforces arguments by appeals to a precept of oJ nov mo", but in each of the three passages where he does this he is either using the precept as a metaphorically-applied example, not as a new Christian law (1 Cor 9.8 and 14.21), or he uses it only as correlative support for what he establishes foundationally on Christ (Rom 7.7 and 13.8Ð10). 28 Even Ôlet them askÕ, ej perwtav twsan, comes from the root ej rw' in 1 Cor 14.16, 23.
states, ÔWoman and man are to go to church decently attired, with natural step, embracing silenceÉ for this is the wish of the Word, since it is becoming for her to pray veiled.Õ 29 In strom. 4.19 he affirms, Ôthe sister of MosesÉ was the prophetÕs associate in commanding the host, being superior to all the women among the Hebrews who were in repute for their wisdomÉ It is not then possible that man or woman can be conversant with anything whatever, without the advantage of education, and application, and training.Õ 30 Clement of Alexandria calls both men and women without distinction to silence in church, which may imply that 1 Cor 14.34Ð5 was not in his text of 1 Corinthians. The earliest extant citation of 1 Cor 14.34Ð5 appears to be by Tertullian (AD 160Ð240), whose knowledge of these verses produces remarks in sharp contrast to ClementÕs: ÔFor how credible would it seem, that he who has not permitted a woman even to learn with overboldness, should give a female the power of teaching and of baptizing! ÒLet them be silent,Ó he says, Òand at home consult their own husbands.ÓÕ 31 The crucial vocabulary of 14.34Ð5 reflects 1 Tim 2.12 and its surrounding verses (but restricts womenÕs activities in ways 1 Timothy does not). The only close parallel to ej pitrev petai is ej pitrev pw in 1 Tim 2.12. 32 The commanding of silence and prohibition of womenÕs speaking reflects the double call to womenÕs quietness and the prohibition of teaching 33 in 1 Tim 2.11Ð12. Similarly, the command that women be in submission reflects the call for women to Ôbe in all submissionÕ in 1 Tim 2.11. The reference to the law reflects 1 Tim 2.13Ð14Õs quotations from the accounts of creation and fall in Genesis. Maqei' n parallels the same verb in 1 Tim 2.11. Aij scro; n gunaikiv reflects the repeated concern in 1 Tim 2.9Ð15 for women to avoid shameful things (2.9, 12) but to do what is fitting for women (2.10) of propriety (2.15). Both are set in the context of rules for church worship. 34 The parallels are graphically laid out below: 1 Cor 14.34 aiJ gunai' ke" ej n tai' " ej kklhsiv ai" sigav twsan: ouj ga; r ej pitrev petai auj tai' " lalei' n, 1 Tim 2.12 gunaikiv 2.8 ej n panti; tov pw/ 2.12 ei\ nai ej n hJ suci; a/ ouj k ej pitrev pw didav skein 1 Cor 14.34 aj lla; uJ potassev sqwsan, kaqw; " kai; oJ nov mo" lev gei. eij dev ti maqei' n qev lousin, 1 Tim 2.11 ej n pav sh/ uJ potagh' / (2.13Ð14) 2.11 manqanev tw 1 Cor 14.34 ej n oi[ kw/ tou; " ij div ou" a[ ndra" ej perwtav twsan: aij scro; n gav r ej stin gunaiki; lalei' n ej n ej kklhsiv a/ .
1 Tim 2:10Ð15 2.15 teknogoniv a" 35 2.12 ej n hJ suciv a/ manqanev tw 2.10 o} prev pei gunaxi; n 2.15 swfrosuv nh"
Since Victor had the gospels written in diatessaron form on the basis of one ms., we know that one ms. could be enough to cause him to omit 14.34Ð5. Most likely he found such a ms. of 1 Corinthians that was copied from an individual copy of this letter that antedated the collection of PaulÕs letters into a corpus. Once PaulÕs letters were bound together into a single codex, those collections where available would have supplanted the use of individual letters as the exemplars for the succeeding generations of copies. This is demonstrated by the existence of families of texts, each text as a whole typically belonging to one family. The Western family of texts must have all originated from a single Vorlage in codex form that had 1 Cor 14.34Ð5 after v. 40. Only where a portion of PaulÕs letters was missing from a given collection would a scribe be likely to look for a separate exemplar to fill in the gap. A Western text used to fill in such a gap could explain the occurrences of vv. 34Ð5 after v. 40 in non-Western mss. 88* and Reginensis.
Most likely, then, someone added 1 Cor 14.34Ð5 in the margin of an individual copy of 1 Corinthians prior to the creation of the first codex of PaulÕs letters or in the margin of that first codex. It may have been put in the margin with the intent that it be interpolated into the text since its addition counters the appropriation by women of Ôyou can all prophesyÕ in 14.31. The motivation for this interpolation is obvious given the popularity of social perspectives wanting to keep women in their place or a desire to counter the prominent position of 35 Even the reference to ÔhusbandsÕ and Ôat homeÕ reflects ÔchildbearingÕ in 1 Tim 2.15. women in Christian circles affected by gnosticism. This is precisely how Tertullian used these verses against Marcion. 36 Its similarities with expressions in 1 Cor 14 and 1 Tim 2:12 make it sound Pauline and so would help its acceptance as part of the text.
Subsequent scribes copying this ms. would have inserted the marginal verses into the text 37 
Victor had such a reputation for a keen critical interest in the text of the NT that when a copy of the Diatessaron was found, it was brought to him. He recognized its value and preserved it through commissioning and editing this codex. He was one of the most likely of the early church scholars to have had access to, and to have recognized the importance of, evidence that vv. 34Ð5 should be omitted from the text of 1 Cor 14. He combined the gifts of curiosity, interest in manuscripts, financial resources, ecclesiastical clout, and sufficient confidence in his judgments to preserve a reading of 1 Cor 14 which apparently omits vv. 34Ð5. Because of VictorÕs stature and text-critical interests, his textual choice in the margin, omitting 1 Cor 14.34Ð5, is far more important for textual criticism than his scribeÕs first writing of the text above. Indeed, his manuscript is perhaps the most important witness elucidating the early history of this text. NT, 38 clearly distinguishes 1 Cor 14.34Ð5 as a separate paragraph, as does ∏ 46 , Origen, 39 Sinaiticus, Alexandrinus, Claromontanus (D P ), 33 and every other ancient Greek ms. of this passage I have been able to find. Thus, these two verses were consistently represented in the mss. as a separate paragraph and not grouped with 14.33b. 40 As shown in the photograph on page 262, in Vaticanus between 14.33 and 34 there is a horizontal line extending one character width into the text and protruding a similar amount into the left margin. Two dots like an umlaut are placed in the margin slightly above and to the left of this line. There are 27 Ôbar-umlautÕ sigla in the Vaticanus NT. Some of these bar-umlauts appear not to have been traced over and to display the original ink of the codex. 41 Thus, I conclude that this symbol goes back to the original writing of the codex. To my knowledge, no one has yet drawn attention to the bar-umlauts in Vaticanus, let alone analyzed them. 42 Tischendorf identified textual variants occurring on every one of the 27 barumlaut lines. 43 The NA 26 editors 44 describe a a text-critical problem in 23 of the 27 bar-umlaut lines. In 10 of these 23, the position of the text-critical problem is evident by an unusual gap in the text. 45 These gaps provide evidence that the The results are striking. Beginning on the left, the totals at the bottom show the number of lines containing an NA 26 textual variant in the bar-umlaut lines (23), then in the first line following each bar-umlaut (10), then in the second line following each bar-umlaut (11), and proceeding across to the twentieth line following each bar-umlaut (7). Although 23 out of 27 lines having a bar-umlaut contain a textual variant in the NA 26 , on average only about one third of the 20 lines in the following context contain a textual variant in the NA 26 . None of the following sets of lines contain anywhere near as many textual variants noted in the NA 26 , the next being 14. The average in this sample is 9.5 NA 26 variants in a total of 27 lines. 47 The correlation between lines with bar-umlauts and recognized textual variants is statistically significant, showing that Vaticanus bar-umlauts signify awareness of textual variants.
An examination of the nature of these variants indicates that there are 17 variants in 15 of these verses where Vaticanus has omitted a word or words that appear in other manuscripts. These variants are indicated by the siglum £ in the table above. 48 There are seven instances indicated by the siglum ∞ where other manuscripts have different words from those in Vaticanus. There are six instances indicated by the siglum ¢ where other manuscripts have a single different word from Vaticanus. There is one instance indicated by the siglum ™ where other manuscripts have omitted words that occur in Vaticanus. There is one instance indicated by the siglum ¡ where other manuscripts have omitted a single word that occurs in Vaticanus. Within the 23 bar-umlaut lines which have a textual variant listed in the NA 26 , 17 contain textual omissions either by Vaticanus (15) or by other manuscripts (2), and 12 contain changes in the form of words or substitute words where Vaticanus differs from other manuscripts. The bar-umlaut occurs predominantly in instances of word omissions and secondarily in instances of word variations. None of the bar-umlauts (or the reversed bar-umlauts described below) occur where the NA 26 cites merely a difference in word order. Thus, the bar-umlauts occur where textual differences are most striking, namely omissions of text.
Since there is a pattern of use of the bar-umlaut before lines of text which contain textual variations in unusually high concentrations, since ten instances have an unusual gap at precisely the point where the textual variant occurs, and since there is a pattern that gives predominance to variations which would be most obvious to a scribe, it appears safe to conclude that the writer of the Vaticanus NT intended the bar-umlauts as text-critical sigla indicating variant readings in other manuscripts. Since omissions of text are the most obvious textual variations, they are the ones most frequently noted. Furthermore, textual variants at the beginning of sections of text would be more apparent than 47 This is probably higher than the overall average in Vaticanus since the lines farther away from the Ôbar-umlautÕ tended to have fewer variants noted in the NA 26 and since the continuation of several of these passages contained no textual variations noted in the NA 26 for over ten lines (e.g. Luke 1.34Ð5; Acts 14.22Ð5; and Rom 16.10Ð14 for over twenty lines). 48 Note that the text of Vaticanus, not the NA 26 , is the text to which other texts are being compared in the use of this and the following sigla. variants buried in long sentences. So it is not surprising that approximately a third of these occur in lines that include the beginning of an NA 26 paragraph. 49 Might the bar portion of the bar-umlauts have indicated a paragraph or a section division rather than a textual variation? Hammond refers to Ôa small line interposed at the beginning of a sectionÕ as by the original hand of Vaticanus. 50 These small lines when they occur without an umlaut in general do reflect paragraph divisions. 51 Only ten of these 27 bar-umlaut lines, however, overlap the beginning of paragraphs in the NA 26 and only eight of them with the UBS 3 corr. paragraphs. 52 While many of the remaining lines could be regarded as overlapping a paragraph break, others are odd and one seems an impossible place for a paragraph or section division. This would require, for instance, in Jas 4.4 that ÔAdulterous peopleÕ would have to be in a prior paragraph from the rest of the line, ÔAdulterous people, donÕt you know that...Õ 53 But is it likely that the writer of Vaticanus had access sufficiently to other NT manuscripts to enable recognition of these textual variants? Of the 23 bar-umlaut lines, 18 have readings which differ from the Syriac tradition. 54 Scholars have noted substantial similarities between the Vaticanus text and the Syriac tradition. 55 Thus, it would be reasonable to conjecture that the writer of the Vaticanus NT had access to a manuscript representing many of these variants in the Syriac tradition. Even access on the part of the writer of Vaticanus to just a few manuscripts could account for knowledge of at least one of the variants noted by the NA 26 in each of these lines. 56 Besides the twenty-seven bar-umlaut occurrences examined, there are twelve 57 verses in Vaticanus in which the bar is separated from the umlaut. The bar is on the left of the column, but the umlaut portion of the bar-umlaut is on the right of the line. In every case but one (where another symbol occupies that position) 58 the umlaut appears to the right of column C, the farthest right of the six columns of the open codex. The reason for this is almost certainly because the umlaut is easier to see when it is on the far-right border of the page than if it is tucked in between the fifth and sixth columns.
The location in Vaticanus by page and column and the verse reference of each of these twelve separated bar-umlauts is given in the chart below along with a sigla showing the nature of the variant(s) that occurs in that line. In eight cases this separated bar-umlaut occurs on a line where Vaticanus omits (£) text that occurs in other manuscripts. Five of these eight have a significant gap in the text at precisely the point of the variant. In three of these, other manuscripts insert additional text at this point: Matt 3.15Ð16; 9.13Ð14 and 56 A more detailed analysis of which manuscript families most often contain these variants is forthcoming in the authorÕs Man and Woman One in Christ (Grand Rapids, Zondervan). 57 See the chart below. There is a possibility that line 1359A from John 6.52 might be included, but that would depend on two very faint, horizontally-uneven smudge marks that are closer to the text than other umlauts. This line (1359A) does include a word omitted by many early texts. 58 In Matt 9.13Ð14 (1425B) either or both of two factors appear to have caused this. First, another symbol, N-ı-, already occupies that location. If the umlaut were put on the left as it usually is in column B, it would have overlapped this other symbol. Second, the text that is omitted is on the right side of the line, which makes the umlaut on the right of the line particularly appropriate.
Mark 2.16Ð17. In the last two, Acts 4.35Ð36 and 9.30Ð1, other manuscripts substitute a different word here. The ink is faded in four of these eight separated bar-umlauts indicating their originality. Each of these four are by lines where the NA 26 lists variants. 59 The most striking of these separated bar-umlaut omissions in Vaticanus is the pericope of the woman taken in adultery, John 7.53Ð8.11, 60 which is almost universally recognized as a later interpolation. 61 The photograph on page 262 shows that the bar separating John 7.52 from 8.12 has differing pigmentation from the vertical bar that was apparently added later as a section marker. There are significant parallels between the John 7.53Ð8.11 interpolation and 1 Cor 14.34Ð5: 1) In both cases the doubtful verses have been put into the text in varying locations. 2) In both cases there is a high concentration of textual variations in the doubtful verses. Wire notes the Ôfact that 14.34Ð35 show about twice as many word reversals and other small variants as other verses in the contextÕ. 62 3) In both cases the doubtful verses contain word usage atypical of the writer. 4) In both cases the doubtful verses interrupt the logical sequence of the passage. 5) In both cases marginal symbols or notes indicate scribal awareness of a textual problem. In particular, Vaticanus, has a bar-umlaut by both passages.
But, it may be asked, is it likely that the scribe who wrote the Vaticanus NT would use any sort of textual sigla? Hammond identifies Ôthe marks of quotation (>>), a small line interposed at the beginning of a section, the apostrophus (Õ), and a punctuationÕ as from the original scribe who wrote Vaticanus, not a later hand. 63 Furthermore, in light of the outstanding quality of the Vaticanus text from a text-critical point of view it is entirely conceivable that it could have used sigla to mark the most obvious points where textual variants were known. Caspar RenŽ Gregory wrote that Vaticanus represents Ôgood manuscripts of the second century. The word good is to be emphasized here. If the given view be correct, they represent not the current re-wrought, worked-over manuscripts of the second century, but such as retained in an eminent degree the text which had come to that century from the hands of the original writers.Õ 64 The use of glosses to denote textual variants is well-established even in Sumerian and Akkadian. 65 OrigenÕs Hexapla used various sigla for text-critical purposes. He introduced additions to the Septuagint derived from the Hebrew text with an asterisk (ì) and marked their end with a metobelos (ù). He introduced with an obelos (ò) sections of the Septuagint to be deleted because they did not exist in the Hebrew text, and he marked their end with a metobelos (ù). 66 Origen was aware of historical textual problems and interested in noting them. Brock notes that Ôhe quite frequently speaks of the current LXX text as being corruptÕ. 67 It may not be mere coincidence, then, that both Vaticanus and Bishop Victor also used bars and dots as sigla for textual variants. 68 An examination of the occurrences of umlauts in 1 Corinthians where there is no bar confirms this pattern. Like bar-umlauts, these umlauts occur to the left side of the first five columns of text and to the right side of the far right column, in the far right margin. 69 There are forty-nine occurrences of umlaut sigla adjoining lines of text in 1 Corinthians. 70 Three lines having umlauts are particularly noteworthy. The line in 1 Cor 10.28Ð29 has a blank space at precisely the point where other texts include the clause Ôfor the earth is the LordÕs and the fullness thereofÕ. The line in 1 Cor 8.2, which has three NA 26 textual variations, has two umlauts after it. The line in 1 Cor 5.1 which ends at precisely the point where many other manuscripts (including ∏ 46 ) add oj nomav zetai has an umlaut following the line at that point as well as the umlaut preceding it. Thirty-two of these forty-nine 71 umlaut lines in 1 Corinthians contain NA 26 variants, approximately double the typical one-line-in-three where there is no umlaut.
This pattern of umlauts occurring where there are textual variants is not limited to 1 Corinthians. One particularly interesting such case is Luke 11.2 where an umlaut is next to the line of the LordÕs Prayer where Vaticanus reads ÔFatherÕ instead of ÔOur Father in heavenÕ. Since these umlauts as well as bar-umlauts occur with lines that have an unusually-high percentage of textual variants, this gives even greater weight to regarding the bar-umlauts as sigla indicating textual problems. If the bars in the bar-umlauts were intended merely as section breaks logically separate from umlauts, all sigla marking textual variations would have the same umlaut shape. This would explain why only the umlaut portion of the bar-umlaut was put on the right side of the sixth column. If Ôbar-umlautsÕ were contiguous by chance, the umlaut by the last line of 1 Cor 14.33 would still be in an appropriate position to mark recognition of 1 Cor 14.34Ð5 as a textual problem, since the pattern we have seen for blocks of text which may be an interpolation (e.g. at the end of John 7.52) is for the umlaut to be put next to the line immediately preceding the text in question.
My first conclusion regards text criticism. The Vaticanus bar-umlaut and/or umlaut text-critical sigla open a new window, giving us a glimpse of the textual variations that were known at the time these sigla were written. We cannot be dots in 1 Cor 7.32 and the widely-separated dots in 15.48Ð9) or that have a position that cannot be clearly associated with a particular line (see 1 Cor 13.11 and 16.19). 71 The ratio becomes even higher if the seven of these where the umlaut is most faint are excluded, since only one of these contains a variant. Then there would be 31 out of 42 containing variants. It is possible that the original Vaticanus scribe put in these umlauts based on variant readings he saw in a manuscript of 1 Cor but that the later scribe who reinforced the ink line by line, having no knowledge of variants in these lines, chose not to reinforce them. The paucity of textual variants in lines with faded umlauts in 1 Cor contrasts sharply with the uniform presence of NA 26 variants with faded Ôbar umlautsÕ whether reversed or not. This added to their distinctive written form, higher ratio of NA 26 variants, and the low correlation of the bar umlauts with NA 26 and UBS 3 paragraph breaks, indicate that the Ôbar umlautÕ is a separate siglum from the Ôumlaut.Õ certain that the textual problems we can identify at these points in the text are the same as the ones originally indicated by the bar-umlaut, but a reasonable degree of confidence is warranted given the obvious nature of most of the variants at these points and because of a gap in some of these lines which highlights the exact position of the textual problem. These gaps and the faded bar-umlauts are evidence that they were by the original hand of Vaticanus. Of the total of 39 barumlauts (including the 12 separated bar-umlauts in the far right column), 33 are on lines where the NA 26 already has noted textual variations. This means that even limiting our knowledge of the text to the variants listed in the NA 26 , we are aware of variants which occur in 85% of the lines that were noted in Vaticanus as having textual variations. These thirty-nine bar-umlauts are a large enough sample that, based on our knowledge of variants in manuscripts that have survived, it seems reasonable to conclude that we must know a high percentage, not just of these 39 variants, but of the other comparable textual variants at the time Vaticanus was written. This brings us a quantum leap forward in the degree of confidence we can have concerning our knowledge of textual variants at that time. Further analysis of known variants where these bar-umlauts and umlauts occur may shed light on the early history of the textual families which contain them.
My second conclusion is that the new textual and internal evidence herein analyzed strengthens an already strong case that 1 Cor 14.34Ð5 is an interpolation. In particular, this evidence indicates that Bishop Victor ordered the end of 1 Cor 14 to be rewritten omitting vv. 34Ð5, that Clement of AlexandriaÕs text of 1 Cor 14 seems not to have included vv. 34Ð5, and that there is a barumlaut text-critical siglum indicating awareness of a textual problem at the end of 1 Cor 14.33 in Codex Vaticanus where the only textual problem noted in the NA 26 concerns vv. 34Ð5. Furthermore, 1 Cor 14.34Ð5 appropriates many words and phrases from the context but uses them in ways that are alien to its context. Extensive verbal correspondence suggests that 1 Tim 2.12 affected the wording of this interpolation.
